This article addresses the problem of "nonmorphological derivations" in English and its consequences for pedagogical lexicography, i.e. learner's dictionaries. The term "nonmorphological derivation" refers to cases such as sun -solar, moon -lunar, cat -feline, and in general to all cases where instead of, or in addition to, native derivational processes (sunny, moony, catty) English frequently uses borrowings especially from Romanic sources (Latin/French) and from Greek. The paper suggests that for such cases learner's dictionaries should give more active guidance and support, in view of the fact that many foreign learners will be from linguistic backgrounds where different, more native morphological processes are more common. An appendix lists the major examples of such derivatives. 
1.
Introduction 1 English, as is well-known, unites strands of vocabulary from many sources, due to the checquered political, social, cultural and therefore linguistic history of the English-speaking peoples. One of the specific consequences of this history is the remarkably rich, versatile and flexible vocabulary of English, which often gives the user a choice of several words with subtle and useful differences in meaning. One of the disadvantages of this development is the frequently opaque character of the English vocabulary, which not only presents problems to the learner but occasionally to the native speaker as well. 2 The mixed origins of English have led to a situation where words with obvious semantic links are frequently formally totally unrelated in cases where other languages such as Dutch and German have both a semantic and a formal link by means of morphological derivation and composition. Take for example the adjective to the Dutch noun koning "king", which is koninklijk "royal, regal". This adjective is semantically clearly motivated and comparatively transparent, because it is morphologically (so formally) largely nonopaque, 3 whereas the English near-equivalents royal and regal are not, though the -al suffix to some extent does at least suggest that the words are adjectives. The fact that English, in addition, also has the transparently derived adjective kingly demonstrates on the one hand the richness of the English vocabulary, and on the other hand the choices with which the speakers of English, and especially the nonnative ones, are confronted. For though the three words are semantically related, they are certainly not synonymous.
The mainly French, Latin and Greek foreign heritage of the English language has made huge zones of its vocabulary (relatively) unmotivated, or one might also say, morphologically "opaque", i.e. morphologically and hence semantically unanalysable. As a further example, the words opaque and transparent themselves might be considered. The "derived" nouns to these adjectives are opacity and transparency respectively, somewhat less than productive formations. The adjectives themselves are totally unmotivated as well, apart maybe from the fact that the -ent of transparent may be intuited as an adjectival ending. Perhaps the "prefix" trans-also adds some modest amount of semantic motivation, or at least some suggestion of morphological complexity.
The Dutch equivalents are doorzichtig and ondoorzichtig respectively, meaning roughly "through-see-able" and "un-through-see-able". 4 The derived nouns are doorzichtigheid and ondoorzichtigheid, "through-see-able-ness" and "unthrough-see-able-ness", formed by means of adding the nominalising suffix -heid. German, of which the vocabulary in this respect is often even more systematic and hence morphologically transparent than that of Dutch, offers the example of the four words Jahr, Jahrzehnt, Jahrhundert and Jahrtausend, for which English has year, decade, century and millennium, which concisely sum up the origins of English (from Germanic, Greek, and Latin (twice) respectively). 5 Though speakers of English may consider such words ponderous, this is certainly not the view of speakers of other languages such as Dutch and German, who find it strange that the adjective to sun is solar, as in solar eclipse, which to them is simply "sun-darkening" or "sun-darkness", cf. Dutch zonsverduistering and German Sonnenfinsternis respectively. 6 The words sun and solar still have the initial consonant in common, but the situation is more difficult in most other cases, for example in filial devotion, where there is phonetically no resemblance between child/son/daughter and filial. Though in such cases learner's dictionaries often offer, by means of keywords in their sense definitions, the direction from adjective to noun (solar > sun), the opposite normally does not hold. In this article, I intend to examine to what extent the users of such dictionaries can, or cannot, find their way to the nonmorphologically derived words. By "nonmorphologically derived", I somewhat loosely mean cases such as (sun >) solar, (dog >) canine, etc. and generally similar cases, where -to put it informally -the semantic description of the "derivative" includes, or refers to, the semantic description of the morphologically absent "base", without there being any formal morphological link, as there clearly is in sun > sunny. After examining the four main learner's dictionaries, I will formulate a proposal as to how the prevalent situation can be improved and remedied.
"Nonmorphological derivations" and the learner's dictionaries
The four best-known learner's dictionaries, the "big four" (OALD, CC, CIDE, LDOCE), are intended for both encoding and decoding purposes, though it seems that recently the latter has been gaining ground at the expense of the former (Cowie 1999: 176) . In my opinion, however, one of the tasks of such dictionaries is to make learners (more) aware of the major links between vocabulary items. In this section, I intend to examine how the four dictionaries manage, or do not manage, to link "base" and "derivative" in cases such as sun > solar. In other words, how can learners speaking Dutch, German or any other language that far less often than English uses Latin and Greek "derivations", find their way from sun to solar, moon to lunar, etc. without using a bilingual dictionary? To this end I have checked the entries for a number of test cases drawn from a larger collection listed in the appendix. This list of test cases is mainly based on Van der Meer (2000) with some recent additions.
The following conclusions can be drawn. In most cases it is not too difficult to discover to which English "base" word a Latin or Greek "derived" form belongs, since the sense definitions usually mention the "base", e.g. feline (in all four dictionaries) mentions cat. 8 It is therefore possible to find one's way back to the "base". However, the compilers of these dictionaries seem unaware that many foreign learners speak languages which show semantic links much more clearly by means of their morphology. Such learners naturally tend to expect the same in English. The consequence of this is that they find it impossible to trace adjectives such as solar and lunar when starting from the "bases" sun and moon. Hence any user wishing to form words or word combinations involving moon is left guessing and has to consult a bilingual dictionary.
Occasionally, however, certain links are presented, but this is not due to a real policy but entirely coincidental, and based on synonymy rather than derivational considerations. Thus, at body CIDE uses physical structure as a "guideword", which would allow the attentive learner to find their way to physical. In other cases certain jumps are made possible from the Anglo-Saxon derived form to the foreign "derived" adjective, as in the case of eatable, where both OALD and CIDE cross-refer the user to edible. Reversely, CIDE and LDOCE, but not OALD, also allow the user to go from edible to eatable.
CIDE, in a quite unpredictable and unexplainable way, occasionally offers some help: under flower the reference "See also FLORAL" is given. Since CIDE, under father, mother, brother and moon, for example, does not provide such a reference, this is apparently a random, though not quite unique, hit: CIDE does the same under hell (where there is a cross-reference to hellfire; hellhole; infernal) and under night (where there is a rather unexpected reference to nocturnal). 9 There are also some apparently random cases where a cross-reference is given from the one foreign adjective to the other, as at regal and royal: from regal the OALD gives a reference to royal, and vice versa. Likewise, LDOCE refers royal to regal, though, rather inconsistently, not back again. For all four dictionaries the male, masculine, female, feminine group also involves a certain amount of cross-referencing (in the case of CC in the extra column, as was to be expected). 10 The emerging picture is clear, however: not one of the four learner's dictionaries is really concerned with helping the user find the way from moon to lunar and similar cases, though there are some random exceptions. The possibly relevant cross-references characteristically involve synonymy instead of derivational relations. Even in OALD, which in its latest edition has introduced the novelty of "word families" that "show all words related to the headword", this usually means only families linked by strictly formal, morphological, relations. The only other family members recognised by OALD are synonyms and antonyms. Moreover, the word family boxes are comparatively rare.
One would have expected that CIDE, the only learner's dictionary left with nesting of derived forms whenever alphabetical order is not disturbed too dramatically, and hence with a certain awareness of important semantic links, would have shown the greatest awareness of the strong links between e.g. moon -lunar, yet this is not the case. The links that do occur are obviously haphazard.
Suggestions for improvement
Learner's dictionaries, with their focus on encoding and vocabulary building in addition to decoding, should have shown a greater awareness of the need of foreign learners in this particular respect. The character of English, with its large Latin and Greek vocabulary, is such that it often relies on foreign roots and borrowings in comparison with other languages with a different linguistic history. Learners from other European languages with a certain common classical linguistic heritage may still be able to overcome this particular hurdle in English, since not all English "nonmorphological derivatives" will be unfamiliar to them. Yet they too would be better served by a learner's dictionary which does recognise this problem. And learners from non-European backgrounds would, I suspect, need help in this respect even more.
This particular problem could therefore be solved in one of two possible ways. The first and most natural possibility would be to make liberal use of cross-references from e.g. sun to solar, possibly, though not necessarily, from sun to sunny, and certainly also from sunny to solar and vice versa. To the extent that the definitions and possible examples would not sufficiently discriminate between solar and sunny short usage notes might be inserted explaining when to use which. A second, though much less preferred solution would be to list the most important cases in an appendix to the dictionary. Its disadvantage would be that dictionary users usually do not seem to consult such appendices because they are often unaware of them.
Conclusion
In the appendix, I have listed the 166 words with "nonmorphological derivatives" I was able to find by introspection and by more direct searches. A number of them will not be directly relevant to learners but in my opinion most of them will. Since I have also included cases such as calf -veal, the notion of "derivative" should not be interpreted too strictly. The number of such cases is, however, small, and the majority of cases listed are examples of "derived" adjectives -sometimes verbs -taken from either Latin (directly or by way of French) or Greek, thus from a foreign source. Frequently, the base is an AngloSaxon word (e.g. blood) or an originally borrowed word (e.g. bishop, itself ultimately from Greek) which has become part of the ordinary "core" vocabulary. The "nonmorphological derivatives" are then occasionally the less adapted forms from the same source (such as episcopal) or forms from a totally different source (e.g. ventral, adjective to belly). The list clearly reveals the character of the English vocabulary: derived from a number of highly diverse sources and, in addition to and alongside morphological derivation proper for its word formation, frequently using borrowings from another language. The degree of morphological transparency is therefore irregular, depending on whether there is real derivation (e.g. breakable) or not (e.g. fragile). Since breakable clearly connects with break, it is not only morphologically but also semantically dependent on break in a way fragile is not. English, in comparison to Dutch, seems to have a vocabulary with a higher percentage of what can be termed "semantically independent" words, by which I mean words such as fragile which have no morphological links. It also seems that English more often has a separate word for each different meaning. Thus, where most languages would say "pig meat", English has pork, and where many languages would have a derived adjective "feelable", English has palpable and tangible. This has, as I have argued, consequences for learners from languages with a different character. It will be interesting to see how the morphologically derived and "nonmorphologically derived" forms have semantically diverged (or not) and what particular divergence patterns can be observed.
